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RESUME : La tradition paninéenne pose une 
structuration particuliére de l'autorité dans 
le cas des trois grammairiens fondateurs : 


Panini, Katyayana et Patafijali. Elle 
considère que parmi ces grammairiens 


fondateurs, c'est Patafijali qui a l'autorité la 
plus haute. Ensuite vient Katyayana, et 
enfin Panini lui-méme. Elle considére aussi 
que ces trois grammairiens sont des sages 
(muni) et possédent un statut spécial, tandis 
que la tradition postérieure à Patafijali est 
sur le déclin et ne posséde pas une autorité 
aussi haute. Cet article retrace l'évolution 
de ces notions au cours de l'histoire. Il 
note tout d'abord que Panini ne déifie pas 
(ou plutôt ne « muni-fie » pas) les 
grammairiens qui sont cités dans sa 
grammaire. De méme, Panini lui méme 
n'est pas « muni-fié » par Katyayana et 
Patafijali. Cependant ces derniers font 
preuve de respect pour lui et traitent sa 
grammaire avec autant d'égards que les 
Veda-s, les écritures des hindous. C'est 
dans les ceuvres de Bhartrhari (500 A.D.) 
que nous voyons les premiers signes de la 
« muni-fication » des grammairiens des 
origines et l'expression du sentiment que 
les lettrés de son époque n'ont pas une 
maítrise native du sanskrit. Chez Kaiyata, 
nous avons l'affirmation solennelle de 
l'autorité des trois grammairiens, avec des 
indices d'une croyance que Pataíijali est 
l'incarnation du serpent divin Sesa. Enfin, 
dans les œuvres de Nage$abhatta, nous 
avons le développement complet de ces 
conceptions, l'inspiration pour la 
grammaire de Panini étant attribué à Shiva 
et sa grammaire ayant le méme statut que 
les Veda-s. 


ABSTRACT : The Paninian tradition assumes 
a special structure of authority for the three 
founding grammarians, i.e. Panini, 
Katyayana, and Patafijali. It is assumed that 
among these founding grammarians, 
Patafijali has the highest authority. Then 
comes Kaàtyayana, and then comes Panini 
himself. It is also assumed that these three 
grammarians are sages (muni) and hold a 
special status, while the tradition after 
Patafijali is believed to fall into decline and 
does not command the same high authority. 
This paper traces the historical evolution of 
these notions. It first points out that Panini 
had not deified (or rather muni-fied) the 
grammarians who are cited in his grammar. 
Similarly, Panini himself was not muni-fied 
by Kātyāyana and Patafijali. However, they 
ascribe some special respect for him, and 
treat his grammar as being like the Vedas, 
the scriptures of the Hindus. It is in 
Bhartrhari’s works (500 A.D.) that we see 
the first signs of muni-fication of the early 
grammarians and a _ feeling that 
contemporary scholars do not have a native 
command of Sanskrit. In Kaiyata, we have 
the full statement of authority of the three 
early grammarians, with indications of 
Patafijali being considered an incarnation of 
the snake divinity Sesa. In the works of 
Nage$sabhatta, we have the full development 
of these conceptions, with the inspiration for 
the grammar of Panini being attributed to 
Shiva and his grammar acquiring the status 
of Veda. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


EVERY student of Pànini's grammar is familiar with the traditional maxim 
yathottaram hi munitrayasya pramanyam « the later the sage, the greater his 
authority », (Pradipa, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 217, 
on P.1.1.29). This maxim refers to the first three prominent grammarians of 
the Paninian tradition, i.e. Panini, Katyayana, and Patafijali. While the 
tradition itself is not concerned with the historical dates of these 
grammarians, it accepts as given the temporal sequence of these 
grammarians. In terms of our modern understanding, Panini, Katyayana, and 
Patafijali may be approximately dated to the 5th, 3rd, and the 2nd century 
B.C. respectively. While the exactness of all these dates is still not beyond 
debate, we shall not get here into issues of hard-core chronology. For our 
present purposes, it is sufficient to accept these approximate dates and note 
that the tradition seems to go hand in hand with the modern research at least 
as far as the relative chronology of these grammarians is concerned. 

The specific maxim as we know it has been explicitly introduced for the 
first time by the commentator Kaiyata (+ 11th century). It is not known to 
earlier grammarians, but has been fairly unanimously accepted by the later 
grammarians. In modern scholarship on the Paninian tradition, clearly there 
has been an awareness of this maxim from the very beginning. Referring to 
this maxim, Kielhorn (1876, 52) says : 

Where there is a difference of opinion between Panini and Katyayana, or 
between Katyayana and Patajfijali, or between all the three, the native 
grammarians attach a higher value to the views of Katyayana to those of 


Panini, and a higher value again to those of Patafijali to those either of 
Katyayana or Panini. That such should be the case is not unnatural. 


The operational significance of the above maxim as explained by 
Kielhorn is indeed beyond dispute. However, one may probe into his 
evaluative comment : « That such should be the case is not unnatural ». 
Why is such a doctrine thought to be « not unnatural? ». Is it « not. 
unnatural » to Kielhorn's sense of history, or did he think that it was « not 
unnatural » in terms of what he could expect from an orthodox Indian 
tradition ? Perhaps, Kielhorn may have been inspired by the progressive 
sense of evolution, but it is not clear that the Indian tradition with the 
dominant notion of time moving from the ideal Satya-Yuga to the worst 
Kali-Yuga had any such notion of progressive evolution among its 
assumptions. In fact, a revealing version of Kaiyata's maxim is found in a 
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comment in Maitreyaraksita’s Tantrapradipa (quoted by S.C. Chakravarti, 
Introduction to Dhatupradipa, p. 2-3) : 
na hi bhdsyakadramatam anādrtya sitrakadrasya kaScanabhiprayo 
varnayitum yujyate / sittrakdravarttikakaradbhyam | tasyaiva — práàmanya- 
darsanat / uttarottarato bhasyakàrasyaiva pramdanyam /, 
It is not proper to explain the intention of the author of the Sutras 
disregarding the opinion of the author of the Mahabhasya. The author of 
the Sütras (= Panini) and the author of the Varttikas (= Katyayana) have 
shown his (= Pataíijali's) sole authority. By the reason of being the latest 
(of the three sages), the (highest) authority belongs solely to the author of 
the Mahabhasya. 


I am not sure whether Kielhorn would have regarded such an explanation 
of Kaiyata's maxim to be « not unnatural ». If Patafijali comes after Panini 
and Katyayana, how could they ever have shown the sole authority of 
Patafijali who was to come later ? This simple question alone should be 
sufficient to raise important doubts concerning our understanding of the 
traditional conceptions. While Kielhorn may have looked at Kaiyata's 
maxim as a reflection of natural evolutionary history, we need to take a 
fresh look at the underlying ideas. We need to commence an open-ended 
query : who thought what about whom at what time and why ? We must 
seek answers to these questions which would be justifiable in view of the 
available textual evidence, rather than attempt to decide what is « natural » 
on some other grounds. That way we are likely to get closer to a realistic 
history of ideas in ancient India. 

To begin such a query, let us look at Kaiyata's maxim once again and let 
us sort out the issues involved. 


a) yathottaram. The word uttaram is normally understood as referring to 
the chronology of the sages. However, at least as regards Pataíijali, the late 
tradition regarded him as an incarnation of the divinity Sesa and there are 
stories of Patafijali having met Panini as well as being born as Bhartrhari 
(cf. Marathi translation of the Mahabhasya, Vasudeva Shastri Abhyankar, 
Vol. 7, Introduction by K.V. Abhyankar, p. 350 ff.). While these stories 
come to us from very late narratives like the Patafijalicarita of Ramabhadra 
Diksita (Kavyamala Series 51, 1895, Bombay, Nirnaya Sagara Press), they 
make us rethink the traditional basis for the maxim offered by Kaiyata, 
especially because Kaiyata once (on Mahabhasya on P.4.2.92, Motilal 
Banarsidass edn., Vol. IL p. 430) refers to Patafijali with the word 
nüganátha, and thus shows his awareness of the myth of Patafijali being an 
incarnation of Sesa. Perhaps, the word uttara is also intended to refer to a 
higher status accorded to Patafijali on the basis of the religious conceptions 
about Patafijali being the incarnation of Sesa. This notion of Patafijali being 
an incarnation of Sesa does not seem to be known to Bhartrhari in any 
explicit way. Thus, one needs to distinguish between a perception of 
Patafijali before the emergence of this notion and after the emergence of this 
notion. Thus, we need to explore the two possible meanings of the term 
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uttara, ie. the chronological and the hierarchical. If this is general 
civilizational progress, why should it come to an end with Patafijali ? 


b) munitrayasya. The second expression is important as well. It ascribes 
the status of muni or rsi to Panini, Katyayana, and Patafijali. As we shall 
see, this was not always the case in the history of this tradition. The status 
of muni or rsi elevates a person out of the level of being a normal human 
being into something supernormal. We need to explore the evolution of this 
conception and its impact on grammar. One also needs to account for why 
the ‘progressive’ authority comes to an end with Patafijali. 

c) pramanyam. The word pramànyam refers to the notion of authority or 
validity. This word is very widely known to all the systems of Indian 
philosophy in the context of epistemology. However, the use of the words 
pramana and pràmanya in the works of the Sanskrit grammarians, especially 
the early ones, needs to be carefully investigated to understand the potential 
and the limitation of the notion of authority as understood in the earliest 
periods, and how it may have changed in later times. For some reason, 
Hartmut Scharfe’s important study, Die Logik im Mahdabhdsya, does not deal 
with this dimension. | 


2. THE AUTHORITY OF PREDECESSORS IN PANINI' S ASTADHYAYI 


We can start our exploration of the notion of authority by first looking at 
Panini’s own grammar. To begin with, Panini uses the term pramdna in 
several of his rules, ie. P.3.5.51, P.4.1.24, P.5.2.37, P.6.1.141, P.6.2.4, and 
P.6.2.12. However, in all these rules, this term occurs in the sense of 
‘measure’. Nowhere is this term, or its derivative pramdnya, used by Panini 
in the sense of either ‘means of valid cognition’, or authority. This, of 
course, does not mean that Panini did not have a notion of authority. It is 
just that there is no specific term for it in his grammar. Panini refers to a 
number of his predecessors in his rules. Many specific names of teachers are 
mentioned, e.g. Sakatayana (P.3.4.111, P.8.3.18, P.8.4.50), Sakalya (P.1.1.16, 
P.6.1.127, P.8.3.19, P.8.4.51), Apisali (P.6.1.92), Gargya (P.7.3.99, P.8.3.20, 
P.8.4.67), Galava (P.6.3.61, P.7.1.74, P.7.3.99, P.8.4.67), Kasyapa (P.1.2.25, 
P.8.4.67), Bharadvaja (P.7.2.63), Senaka (P.5.4.112), Sphotayana (P.6.1.123) 
and Cakravarmana (P.6.1.130). Sometimes Panini refers generically to 
acaryas (cf. P.7.3.49, P.8.4.52) and to ‘all (teachers)' (P.7.3.100, P.8.3.22). 
V.N. Misra (1966, 18) says that one of the purposes of Panini’s grammar is 
« to give some of the views of his predecessors which he does not discard 
totally out of a feeling of deference towards them ». I have discussed 
Misra's view elsewhere (Deshpande 1978, 66 ff.). It needs to be pointed out 
that Panini does not cite his predecessors to validate certain grammatical 
methods or procedures, but only to refer to certain specific usages, which 
were not universal, but were recorded only by those teachers. In this sense, 
Panini's citation of other grammarians is qualitatively different from, let us 
say, Yaska’s references to other etymologists and grammarians. There is no 
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. reason to believe that these references to other grammarians in Panini are an 
expression of theoretical opinions of those teachers. While these 
predecessors are indeed regarded as an authoritative source for information 
concerning the usage of Sanskrit, it is also clear that the authority of these 
sources is not unlimited. That is to say that Panini did not believe that 
everything recorded by these predecessors is acceptable. There is evidence 
to show that some of the grammarians referred to by Panini had also 
recorded other divergent usages, and yet Panini, for reasons not known to 
us, chose not to refer to these divergent usages. For example, we know that, 
as a general rule, Pànini prescribed the change of i to y, before dissimilar 
vowels (cf. P.6.1.77). However, Purusottamadeva, the author of Bhasavrtti, 
cites an opinion of Vyadi and Galava that before dissimilar vowels, y would 
be inserted after i (cf. ikam yanbhir vyavadhanam vyàdigalavayoh, cited in 
Y. Mimamsaka 1963, Pt. 1, p. 26). Such a view of Vyadi and Galava has 
not been recorded by Panini, though he does refer to other usages recorded 
by Galava. Similarly, there are other divergences between Panini and 
Apiéali, and yet they are not recorded by Panini (Deshpande 1978, 64). 
What this means is that Panini did look at his predecessors as authoritative, 
and yet their authority was not unquestionable. Panini felt he had the right 
to differ from his predecessors, if he chose to. That means that the notion of 
authority of the previous grammarians has not reached the status of 
infallibility. 

In this connection, it may be pointed out that Panini views his 
predecessors as dcdryas ‘teachers’, but not as rsis ‘sages’. This difference, at 
first, may seem trivial. However, as I have argued elsewhere (Deshpande 
1993, 112-113), there is a great deal of difference between these two 
categories as understood in the ancient traditions. The Rsis are the ancient 
partially mythicized sages of the Vedic period whose authority is 
unquestioned, while the Acàryas are the contemporary or near-contemporary 
teachers. The Apastambadharmasütra (1.2.5.4) says that because of the 
transgression of the moral rules (by people in this age) no Rsis are born 
among the contemporary generations. The Rsis are special beings who have 
distinctive spiritual powers (tejovisesa, Apastambiyadharmasütra 2.6.13.7-9), 
and, therefore, their transgressions of Dharma do not lead to sin, and yet 
such transgressions of the ancients should not be emulated by the present 
generations. The Acāryas, on the other hand, are indeed respectable 
contemporary teachers, and yet they are not infallible. Indeed, Apastamba 
says (ibid., 1.1.4.25): «If the teacher transgresses the law through 
carelessness or knowingly, he shall point it out to him privately ». In the 
Taittirtya-Upanisad (1.11.2-3), an Acarya instructs his student that the 
student should emulate only the good deeds of the teacher, and not the other 
deeds. Thus, the Acaryas are looked upon as learned, but fallible, human 
beings. Respect for them is tempered with caution. The 
Apastambiyadharmasitra (1.10.28.6) says quite explicitly that one shall not 
go to visit a fallen Acarya (patitam ácaryam). 
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This distinction between the categories of Rsi and Ac§@rya is also seen in 
the prescriptions of Brahmayajfia, a traditional form of daily offerings to 
Vedic sages and to leading teachers of the various traditions. The 
ASvalayanagrhyasitra (3.4.1-4) says : 

He makes an offering of water (tarpayati) to divinities. [...] Then the 
Rsis. The (Rsis) of the hundred (verses), those of the middle (Mandalas), 
Grtsamada, Visvamitra, Vamadeva, Atri, Bharadvaja, Vasistha, the 
Pragathas, the authors of the Pavamana hymns, the Rsis of the short 
hymns, and of the long hymns. 

(Then) with the sacrificial cord suspended over the right shoulder : 

(He makes an offering of water to the Acaryas): ‘Sumantu, Jaimini, 
Vai$ampayana, Paila, the teachers of the Sütras, the Bhàsyas, the Bharata, 
the Mahabharata, and Dharmasastras, Jananti, Bahavi, Gargya, Gautama, 
Sakalya, Babhravya, Mandavya, Mandükeya, Gargi Vacaknavi, Vadava 
Pratitheyi, Sulabha Maitreyi, Kahola Kausitaka, Mahakausitaka, Paiügya, 
Mahapaingya, Suyajíia, Sankhayana, Aitareya, Mahaitareya, Sakala, 
Baskala, Sujatavaktra, Audavahi, Mahaudavahi, Saujàmi, Saunaka, 
Asvalayana — and whatsoever other teachers there are, may they all be 

satisfied (with this offering)’. 
After he has satisfied the ancestors (pitr), then returning home [...] 


This passage from the Asvaldyanagrhyasitra is of great importance. Not 
only is there a distinction made between the Rsis and the Acaryas, the ritual 
switching of the position of the sacred thread after making offerings to the 
Rsis places the Acdryas in a different ritual category, which is also shared 
by the ancestors (pitr). The list of the Rsis and Acdryas given here is also 
highly instructive. The Rsis include only the authors of the hymns in the 
Rgveda Samhita, while the sages of the Brahmanas, the Upanisads, the 
makers of the Padapatha etc. are included among Acáryas. As yet there is 
no inclusion of the Vedangas. However, one may note that the contemporary 
practice of the Brahmayajfia in India includes the Veddngas, among them 
the Paninian grammar, showing a later extension of the ancient list. In any 
case, the list of Acaryas given by the Ásvalayanagrhyasütra includes several 
names, though not all, of the predecessors cited by Panini. Thus, we may 
conclude that Panini has respect for the views of these ancient grammarians 
as Acaryas, but feels that they are not Rsis and that he need not agree with 
them on everything. Panini’s practice combines respect for the authority of 
the ancient grammarians with the right to disagree. 


3. THE NOTION OF VACANAPRAMANYA IN KATYAYANA'S VARTTIKAS 


The traditional accounts about the relationship between Panini and 
Katyayana (= Vararuci) as preserved in texts like the 27th chapter of the- 
Haracaritacintàmani of Jayadratha (given in full at the beginning of the first 
volume of the Mahābhāsya, 1917, Bombay, Nirnayasagara Press, p. 6-10) 
and the Bhavisyapurdna (ibid., p. 20) claim that they were contemporary 
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and competitors. They are described as being disciples of the same teacher, 
ie. Varsa. In the competition between Panini and Katyayana, Panini 
succeeded, and Katyayana failed. The resulting enmity is said to be reflected 
in the harsh criticisms of Panini found in the Varttikas ascribed to 
 Katyàyana. This conception about the relationship between Panini and 
Katyayana is also reflected in a passage in Sabara's commentary on the 
Mimàmsásütras (on MS 10.8.4), where Sabara calls Panini a sadvadin, and 
Katyayana an asadvádin. The traditional definition of a Vārttika : 
uktanuktaduruktacintakaram varttikam also creates an impression of a 
critical or adversarial commentary. It is a type of work which is supposed to 
examine a text for what is ukta « (properly) spoken », anukta « what is 
(improperly) left out », and durukta « what is improperly spoken ». Such an 
examination cannot be done by someone who is a faithful follower. One 
must have an independent mind. However, this does not suggest disrespect 
for the original author. It refers to an honest desire to improve upon the 
work of the original author. 
Looking at the text of Katyayana’s Varttikas, which at this time can only 
be extracted from Patafijali s Mahdabhdsya, it is clear that Katyayana had a 
great respect for Panini. He calls him an Acarya and says that the dcdra 
‘behavior’ of the Acàárya is also a reason why his rules are meaningful 
(ācāryācārāt samjfiasiddhih, Vt. 4, on P.1.1.1, MB, Vol. I, p. 39). To the 
extent Panini also calls his predecessors by the term Acàrya, Katyayana’s 
practice is very similar. Katyayana also refers to Panini with the honorific 
title Dhagavan (e.g. ekasesanirdesád và svarabhinnanam  bhagavatah 
panineh siddham, Vt. 4, on P.8.4.68). For Katyayana, Panini is a highly 
respected teacher, but not infallible. | 
Kàtyáyana's contribution to the notion of authority lies in his explicitly 
using the term vacanapramünya for the first time in the history of the 
Paninian grammar. As I have noted before, Panini uses the term pramana in 
the sense of a measure and not in the sense of authority. In Katyayana's 
Varttikas, suddenly the term prāmānņya in the sense of authority is used very 
widely. This fact should allow us to suggest that Katyayana does not 
represent a linear continuity from Panini, but brings in some fresh ideas, 
perhaps from other traditions, such as the newly emerging schools of 
Mimámsà represented by scholars like Vyadi and Vajapyayana. The word 
vacanapramanya « authority of the wording (of a rule in Pàanini's 
grammar) » is used in a number of Varttikas : 
1. tasyavacanam vacanapramanyat, Vt. 3 on P.1.1.9, MB, Vol. I, 
. 62. 
2. Susa datas và vacanapramanydat, Vt. 8 on P.1.1.61, MB, Vol. I, 
. 160. 
3. samutiasrati sedata haod vacanapradmanyat, Vt. 3, on P.1.1.68, 
MB, Vol. I, p. 176. 
4.  vacanaprümünyád iti cet phagnivrttyartham vacanam, Vt. 3 on 
P.1.2.41, MB, Vol. I, p. 213. 
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5. tatra vacanapramanyadn nadisamjfiayam ghisamjfiabhàavah, Vt. 14 
on P.1.4.1, MB, Vol. I, p. 300. 

6.  vadvidhinasbhaàvàbitvasvargadisvaranatvesu vacanapramanyat 
siddham, Vt. 6 on P.1.4.60, MB, Vol. I, p. 342. | 

7 na và vacanapramanyat, Vt. 22 on P.2.1.1, MB, Vol. I, p. 371. 

8.  vacanapràmünyàd iti cen nànàkürakünàm pratisedhah, Vt. 3 on 
P.2.1.35, MB, Vol. I, p. 387. 

9.  dàci vacanapramanyat, Vt. 4 on P.3.1.12, MB, Vol. II, p. 22. 

10. dirghatvam vacanapramanydt, Vt. 4 on P.6.1.108, MB, Vol. III, 
p. 82. | 

11. vacanapramünyàd iti ced rathakatyàdisv atiprasahgah, Vt. 3 on 
P.7.3.44, MB, Vol. Ill, p. 324. | 

12. vacanapramanydd iti ced alope pratisedhah, Vt. 4 on P.7.3.54, MB, 
Vol. III, p. 330. | 

13. apavado vacanapramanyat, Vt. 2 on P.8.2.1, MB, Vol. III, p. 385. 

14. vacanaprámànyàd iti cet padalope pratisedhah, Vt. 2 on P.8.4.14, 
MB, Vol. III, p. 457. | 


The very presence of these fourteen occurrences of vacanapramanyat 
indicates that Katyayana is referring to a very well known conception. 

The authority of the wording of a rule is a specific argument. In several 
instances, this argument is invoked to show that a certain grammatical result, 
though unobtainable on general logical grounds, is finally accomplished on 
the basis of vacanapramanya « authority of the wording of Panini's rule ». 
For example, consider the compound virapurusah ‘a brave man’. P.2.1.1 
(samarthah padavidhih) says that a padavidhi ‘a grammatical operation 
applying to padas’ takes place only if those two padas are semantically and 
syntactically related to each other. On this rule, Kātyāyana first suggests 
(samànadhikaranesupasamkhyünam asamarthatvat and dravyam padartha iti 
cet, Vts. 20-21, MB, Vol. I, p. 370) that, if one were to hold a view that a 
word denotes a dravya ‘individual, substance’, as opposed to ükrti ‘a shared 
property’, then Panini’s rule will not allow the compounding of phrases like 
virah purusah. The suggested reason is that both of these words will denote 
one and the same object / individual and will have no difference in 
meaning, and hence will not be related words. To be related words, there 
must be some difference in meaning and a linkage between the meanings. In 
any case, Katyayana says that under such a situation, one would have to 
make a separate additional rule to account for such compounds, which 
cannot be obtained by general logic. At this point, Katyayana provides a 
solution by saying (na và vacanapramanyat, Vt. 22, MB, Vol. I, p. 371) that 
such a separate rule to account for these compounds is not necessary, and 
that these compounds can be obtained on the basis of the direct authority of 
the wording of Panini's rule, ie. P.2.1.58 (pürvaparaprathamaca- 
ramajaghanyasamànamadhyamadhyamaviras ca). This example provides 
some insight into the logic of vacanaprdmadnya. The direct authority of | 
Panini’s words is believed to exceed common logic, and therefore the forms 
which cannot be obtained on the basis of common logic can be obtained on 
the basis of the authority of Panini’s words. This seems to presume that 
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Panini has some special superior knowledge which transcends common 
logic, and, therefore, should be respected as an overriding authority. This is 
a significant presumption, which one does not notice in Panini’s references 
to his predecessors. Thus, while Panini is an Acàrya, and not a Rsi, for 
 Katyayana, he is a special kind of Acarya. Perhaps that special reverence 
comes across from Káàtyayana's use of the honorific title bhagavat for 
Panini. 

However, the special authority accorded to Panini by Katyayana does not 
yet fully approach the notion of infallibility. In most cases, the argument of 
vacanapramadnya is used to accomplish desired results (siddham), even 
though the grammatical procedure is not without difficulties. However, there 
are a few cases in the Varttikas where the authority of the wording of 
Panini’s rules is said to lead to problems which can be overcome only by 
accepting a new wording or, in effect, altering the original wording of 
Panini. This, for example, is the case reflected in the Varttikas 4 and 5 
(vacanapramanyad iti ced alope pratisedhah and siddham tiipadhalopa iti 
vacanát) on P.7.3.54 (ho hanter fininnesu) and in the Varttikas 2 and 3 
(vacanapramanydd iti cet padalope pratisedhah and siddham tu yam praty 
upasargas tatsthasyeti vacandt) on P.8.4.14 (upasargadd asamüse ‘pi 
nopadesasya). In these two rules, Katyayana thinks that the original wording 
of the rules leads to incorrect derivations, and only a new wording can 
provide the proper results. These cases suggest that for Katyayana the 
ultimate concern, and perhaps the ultimate authority, was that of the correct 
usage of Sanskrit. If such usage could be derived through the wording of 
Panini’s rules as received, they were indeed authoritative. However, if the 
rules as worded would lead to problems, one would have to come up with a 
better wording for those rules. Thus, the wording of Panini's rules overrides 
results of common logic, if common logic gives incorrect results. However, 
if Panini’s wording leads to incorrect results, then one must abandon that 
wording and come up with a new wording. Implicit in this procedure are 
two factors. First, the correct usage of Sanskrit as independently known to 
Katyayana is the ultimate target of grammar, and not the defense of Panini's 
wording. Second, Katyayana reserves the right and the authority to offer 
improved wording for rules which as worded by Panini lead to incorrect 
results. In this way, Katyayana implicitly assumes a higher level of authority 
for himself. 

We should also note that there are several conceptions which are used or 
assumed by Katyayana, but which are not made fully explicit. In his first 
Varttika on the Astadhydyi, Katyayana says : siddhe sabdarthasambandhe 
lokato ’rthaprayukte sástrena dharmaniyamo yathà laukikavaidikesu (MB, 
Vol. I, p. 6-8), « With words, meanings, and their relationships being 
[already] established by [the usage of the people in] the world to 
communicate purpose [or meaning], the science [of grammar] makes [only] 
a restriction as to the merit-[producing ability of such usages] as is done in 
worldly and scriptural matters ». Here, the usage of language is said to have 
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been already established by the world. Pataíijali in fact renders Katyayana’s 
expression lokatah with lokah esu [= sabdesu] pramünam « the world is 
authoritative with respect to [the usage of] words » (MB, Vol. I, p. 8). 
However, this simply indicates that the usage of language is a given fact for 
grammarians, and that they do not create it. However, Katyayana does not 
explicitly discuss where the science of grammar derives its authority to 
make the dharma-niyama that it intends to do. In fact, this authority of the 
Sastra is taken for granted as an established fact, analogous to the authority 
and the sanctity of the Vedic texts (cf. Sastrapiirvake prayoge 'bhyudayas tat 
tulyam vedasabdena, Vt. 9, MB, Vol. I, p. 10). This question is later 
resolved by Patafijali by making a clear reference to the usage of the select 
community of the Sistas. 

Katyayana also makes an implicit distinction between something being 
correct or established (siddha), in contrast with something being Pàninian. 
What is Paninian is not always the correct desired form, and the correct 
desired form is not always Paninian. To the extent a correct desired form is 
derivable by a Paninian rule as it stands, Katyayana is willing to accept 
Panini’s authority. However, if a Paninian rule as received is unable to 
provide the correct desired form, Katyayana is ready to offer a new 
formulation for the rule. This suggests a clear hierarchy between the desire 
to have a grammatical system which would derive the correct desired usage, 
and the desire to justify Panini's formulations. This distinction is implicit in 
Katyayana's Varttikas, but it made explicit by Patafijali. 


4. THE NOTION OF PRAMANYA IN PATANJALI'S MAHABHASYA 


In Patafijali’s Mahabhasya, we see a further elaboration of the notion of 
authority (pramanya). To begin with, he uses the terms pramdna, apramana, 
as well as pramanya, while only the term pramdnya appears in Katyayana's 
Varttikas. Secondly, while Panini uses the term pramdna strictly in the sense 
of a measure, Patafijali — like Katyayana before him — knows the other 
meaning of this term, i.e. authority. In the Mahdbhdsya, many more 
concepts are flushed out, which are only implicit in Katyayana's Varttikas. 

In the Paspasahnika section, there is a discussion of whether any cited 
verses are pramana ‘authority’. Referring to the cited verse, Patafijali says 
that this particular verse is not to be treated as a pramdna, because it was 
sung by its ‘honorable’ author in a state of pramdda ‘delusion, intoxication’, 
but verses sung by people without delusion (apramattagita) can be accepted 
as a pramana (cf. pramattagita esa tatrabhavato yas tv apramattagitas tat 
pramanam, MB, Vol. I, p. 3). Thus, the evidentiary nature or validity of 
words is in part decided by the character of their speaker. This is an 
important conclusion, which reminds us of the later definitions of- 
Sabdapramana ‘verbal authority’ as words of an àpta, where an āpta is 
defined as someone who speaks of things as they are (yathàrthavaktà). This 


Histoire Épistémologie Langage 20/I (1998) : 05-28 © SHESL, PUV 


PRAMANYA IN THE PANINIAN TRADITION 15 


notion of the character of a person becoming one of the criteria in deciding 
his authority appears in two discussions. The first discussion is about the 
definition of Sista, the normative speakers of correct Sanskrit. In this 
discussion, Patafijali says that the Sistas are defined by using two criteria, 
their place of residence and their behavior (nivasata acaratas$ ca, MB, 
Vol. III, p. 174). The residence of the Sistas is the region of Aryavartta, i.e. 
the region which lies to the north of the Vindhyas, to the south of the 
Himalayas, to the east of the disappearance of the river Sarasvati and to the 
west of the Kalaka forest. The Sistas are those Brahmins in this region, the 
land of the Aryas, who are without greed and who store just a potful of 
grain, and those who without any concern for material gain become expert 
in some branch of learning. Such Sistas are the authority for the knowledge 
of words (sistah $abdesu pramanam, MB, Vol. II, p. 174). They are 
specially endowed in the sense that they know the correct usage of Sanskrit 
without learning it from grammar. Patafijali says that when one meets such 
people, one wonders whether this is their special nature or grace of god. 
Thus, the pure character of the Sistas is already endowed with some 
mysterious aura. Though, it is clear that this is nothing more than the 
glorification of a contemporary community and not some mythical 
characters. 

When Patafijali turns to Panini, he shows a similar feeling of awe. On 
P.1.1.1 (vrddhir ddaic), after raising some objections, Katyayana says that 
the student of this rule will know that the word vrddhi is a designation (of 
üd-aic) from the behavior of the Acarya (Gcaryacarat samjfiasiddhih, Vt. 4), 
ie. his explicit wording of the rule. While explaining this statement of 
Katyayana, Pataíijali says : 

pramanabhita Gcaryo darbhapavitrapanih Sucav avakase pranmukha 
upavisya mahata yatnena sütràni pranayati sma tatrüásakyam varnenapy 
anarthakena bhavitum kim punar iyatà sutrena /, MB, Vol. I, p. 39. 

The Acarya (= Panini), who is authority incarnate, with the sacred darbha 
grass in his hands, sitting in a pure location facing the east, produced the 


rules with a great mental effort. In those rules, it is impossible that even a 
single sound would be meaningless, let alone an entire rule. 


Along with this notion of Pànini's personality and his Gcdra ‘behavior’ 
leading to his authority, there is some expectation of such a notion of 
authority being accepted across the board. For example, on P.3.1.94 
(vasariipo ’striyam), Patafijali says that if we accept one statement of an 
author to be authoritative, then his other statements should also be accepted 
as authoritative (yady asau tatra pramànam ihapi pramànam bhavitum 
arhati / pramanam asau tatra ceha ca /, MB, Vol. II, p. 79). Patafijali also 
looks at Panini's wording of his rule as part of his linguistic dcara 
*behavior' and derives new rules from this behavior through implication (cf. 
ácàryapravrttir jlapayati, MB, Vol. I, p. 15, passim) to supplement those 
rules which are explicitly stated. 
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Patafijali continues to use the notion of vacanapradmdnya as seen in 
Katyayana's Varttikas to refer to the authority of the wording of Pànini's 
rules. He extends it to contexts other than those where Kātyāyana has 
invoked this argument (cf. on P.1.3.9 [tasya lopah], atha kriyamane ’pi ca 
tasyagrahane katham iva lopah sarvadeso labhyah / labhya ity aha / kutah / 
vacanapramanyat / tasyagrahanasamarthyat /, MB, Vol. I, p. 264 ; and on 
P.7.2.3 [vadavrajahalantyasyacah], yena nàvyavadhanam tena vyavahite ’pi 
vacanapramanyat, MB, Vol. III, p. 281 ; also compare MB, Vol. III, p. 324 
and p. 359-60). In a few places, Patafijali argues that certain words in 
Panini’s rules are apramdna, because they are not intended to be taken 
literally. For example, on P.4.1.92 (tasyapatyam), Patafijali remarks (MB, 
Vol. II, p. 245) that the genders used in stating the meaning of taddhita 
affixes are apramüna, because the genders are not intended (avivaksitatvat). 
Here, the word apramdna seems to suggest that the gender is not to be 
taken seriously, or as being an effective element of the rule. 

While Patafijali, along with Katyayana, generally looks at the wording of 
Panini’s rules to be authoritative (vacanaprdmdnya), we need to note the 
following additional factors. | | 

. Besides Panini, Patafijali explicitly admits the authority of Katyayana’s 
Varttikas. On P.2.1.1 (samarthah padavidhih), Katyayana says, as we have 
seen before, that compounds like virapurusa cannot be accounted for by the 
general logic of compounding, but they need not be separately listed, 
because Panini's rules as they stand provide a sufficient authority to account 
for such exceptional formations (na và vacanapràmaànyàt, Vt. 22, MB, 
Vol. I, p. 371). The next Vārttika 23 (luptakhyatesu ca) points out that a 
separate listing must be made of compounds like  niskausambih 
(< niskrantah kausambyah, one who left Kausambi) because they cannot be 
accounted for by the general logic of P.2.1.1. On this discussion, Pataíijali 
extends the argument of vacanapràmünya to such cases and says that such 
cases are accounted for by the authority of existing wording, not of Panini’s 
rules, but of Katyayana's Varttikas, cf. na brimo vrttisittravacanapramanyad 
iti / kim tarhi / varttikavacanapramanydad iti /, MB, Vol. I, p. 371. This 
refers to two  Varttikas of  Katyayana, ie.  siddham tu 
kvansvatidurgativacanat (Vt. 3) and pradayah ktürthe (Vt. 4) on P.2.2.18, 
MB, Vol. I, p. 416. 

At the very least, it is clear that Patafijali explicitly admits that 
Katyayana has occasionally provided entirely new rules, which are not found 
in Panini's grammar, and that they need to be treated as authoritative. A 
most clear example of this is Pataíijalis comments with respect to 
Katyayana’s definition of vdkya ‘sentence’ and its use as a conditioning 
factor for certain grammatical operations (Vts. 9-11, P.2.1.1, MB, Vol. I, 
p. 367). Panini does not offer a definition of vdkya ‘sentence’. It is- 
Katyayana who does it for the first time. Patafijali says : idam adyapürvam 
kriyate vaàkyasamjfià samanavakyadhikáras ca /, MB, Vol. I, p. 367-368, 
« Today, this is what is being newly provided (by Katyàyana), i.e. (the 
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definition of) the term vakya, and the governing condition samànavakye 
‘within the same sentence’ ». Patafijali admits Katyayana’s right to offer 
additional rules. 

However, it is clear that for Patafijali, Katyayana's authority does not 
necessarily override the authority of Panini, but that it is a parallel source. In 
a number of cases, Katyayana believes that the original wording of Panini’s 
rules leads to incorrect results, and to remedy those problems, he proposes a 
new wording or a supplementary rule. In some of these cases, Pataíijali 
accepts Katyayana's suggestions, but in other cases, he rejects such 
suggestions, and reinterprets Panini's wording to remove the indicated 
problems. For example, on P.1.1.4 (na dhaàtulopa ardhadhatuke), Katyayana 
points out (andrambho và, Vt. 7, MB, Vol. I, p. 52) that this rule need not 
be given and that the correct formations can be derived even in its absence. 
Patafijali on this rule seems to go along with Katyayana’s suggestion (cf. 
sütrapratyakhyüánam eva varam iti bhasyasayah, Pradipa on MB, Motilal 
Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 135). On the other hand, on P.7.3.54 (ho 
hanter fininnesu) and P.8.4.14 (upasargàd asamdse "pi nopadesasya), 
Katyayana argues that the wording of these rules as they stand creates 
problems, and he proposes new wordings for them (cf. vacanapramanyad iti 
ced alope pratisedhah, siddham tüpadhàlopa iti vacanát, Vts. 4-5 on 
P.7.3.54, and vacanapramdnydd iti cet padalope pratisedhah, siddham tu 
yam praty upasargas tatsthasyeti vacandt, Vts. 2-3 on P.8.4.14). On both of 
these rules, Patafijali rejects Katyayana's suggestion for rewording the rules 
and says that the rules as they are worded can be retained without any 
problems (yathanyásam evàástu, MB, Vol. Ill, p. 330 and 457). 

For Patafijali, the ultimate authority is that of the usage of the Sistas (cf. 
Sistah sabdesu pramanam, MB, Vol. Ill, p. 174). Whatever one does in the 
formulation of grammatical rules, the output of those rules must ultimately 
match the usage of the Sistas. As someone who knows or claims to know 
the usage of the Sistas, Patafijali derives his own overriding authority. He 
does not claim to be a Sista himself and he carefully avoids the circularity 
involved in saying that the grammarians themselves are Sistas and that their 
grammars are based on the usage of the Sistas (ke punah .sistah / 
vaiyükaranáh / kuta etat / Sastrapürvika hi Sistir vaiyakaranas ca sastrafjah 
/yadi tarhi — $üstrapürvika  Sistih — Sistiparvakam ca — Sdastram 
taditaretarasrayam bhavati /, MB, on P.6.3.109, II, p. 174). As I have 
indicated earlier, this is a notion made explicit by Patañjali for the first time. 
In contrast with this, Katyayana has simply taken the authority of grammar 
to make a dharmaniyama for granted. 

Another related distinction made explicit by Patafyali is the distinction 
between what is ultimately the desired derivation (siddham, siddhyati) and 
what is Paninian. In the Mahabhdsya, we often come across the sentence : 
siddhyaty evam apGniniyam tu bhavati (MB, Vol. I, p. 14) « The desired 
result is thus achieved, and yet the procedure becomes un-Paninian ». This 
is a very important statement. It shows the order of priorities in Pataíijali's 
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mind. The ultimate and unquestionable target of grammar is the derivation 
of the desired correct usage of the Sistas (cf. ista, siddha, Sista), and not the 
justification of an inherited system of grammar. The inherited system of 
grammar may or may not lead to the derivation of the desired forms, and 
even when it does lead to the derivation of the desired forms, it may or may 
not do it in the most optimal efficient manner. Given his respect for Panini, 
Patafijali tries his best to show that the inherited rules are fine as they are. 
This is often achieved through novel reinterpretations. However, if such 
novel reinterpretations cannot finally save the rule, Patafijali is willing to 
abandon Panini and go for a reformulation. 

With the claim to being a knower of the usage of the Sistas and having 
the derivation of the Sista usage as his final goal, Patafijali seems to view 
the task of interpreting the rules of grammar as follows : 

1. The rules of grammar must be necessary, sufficient, and efficient. 

2. If correct forms can be derived without a rule, a rule can be rejected. 
3. If correct forms can be derived with the received wording of a rule, a 
rule is retained. | 

4. If there are objections raised to the wording of a given rule : 
4a. Such objections may be taken care of as far as possible without 
changing the wording of the rule, but by finding an ‘appropriate’ 
new interpretation. 
4b. If the objections cannot be taken care of by a new interpretation of 
the old wording, one may then accept a new wording. 


Apart from the final and absolutely inviolable authority of the usage of 
the Sistas, Patafijali does not accept any other authority as absolute. As a 
knower of the usage of Sistas, Pataíijali often points out which forms are the 
desirable forms (cf. isyate etad ripam, MB, Vol. I, p. 488). He clearly states 
that a grammarian who knows only the forms which are derivable through 
the rules of a received grammar and does not know the desired usage of the 
Sistas is a fool (cf. prüptijfio devanam priyo na tv istijfiah, MB, Vol. I, 
p. 488). To the extent such desired forms can be derived from Pànini's rules 
as they stand, they are authoritative. But if not, then the rules need to be 
either appropriately reinterpreted or to be reworded. In doing so, Pataíijali 
accepts or rejects Panini’s rules and Katyayana's statements as they fit 
within this ultimate goal. He makes no effort to justify Katyayana over 
Panini. If anything, he tries to save the wording of Panini's rule through 
ingeneous reinterpretations as far as possible, and tries to avoid the need for 
rewording. This may indicate a certain preference on his part to look at 
Panini's text in a Sruti-like fashion. Pataíijali in fact says that Panini’s rules 
are like Vedic statements (cf. chandovat sutràni bhavanti, MB, Vol. I, 
p. 37) and this analogy is used to account for certain linguistic 
irregularities. This Veda-like respect is especially clear in Patañjali’s attitude 
toward the Sivasütras. Patafijali does not yet seem to be familiar with the ~ 
story that Panini received these initial fourteen Sütras from Siva. However, 
he calls this listing of sounds brahmardsi ‘an assemblage of Brahman’, and 


Histoire Épistémologie Langage 20/1 (1998) : 05-28 © SHESL, PUV 


PRAMANYA IN THE PANINIAN TRADITION 19 


says that one derives merit from the study of these sound-listings 
(aksarasamamndaya) equivalent to the study of the entire Vedic canon, and 
his parents attain the heavenly world (cf. so 'yam aksarasamamndyo 
vaksamadmnayah puspitah phalita$ candratarakavat pratimandito veditavyo 
 brahmaràsih / sarvavedapunyaphalàvaptis$ càsya jfiane bhavati / matapitarau 
casya svarge loke mahiyete /, MB, Vol. I, p. 36). Often Pataíijali agrees 
with the substance of Katyayana’s objections to Panini’s wording of a rule, 
but rejects the need to reword the rule. The clear message is that a 
reinterpretation is a better choice as compared to a rewording of the rule. 
This is somewhat like the Mimamsa rules of interpretation which offer a 
relatively greater lattitude in the interpretation of a Vedic statement, but 
offer little support for changing the wording of that statement. And yet, for 
Patafijali, this is only a preference, and not an absolute principle, and there 
are many cases of Pataíijali agreeing with Katyayana's suggested rewording 
of  Pàaninis rules, and even rejecting many rules altogether 
(siitrapratyakhydna). There is respect for Panini and Katyayana in Pataíijali's 
Mahdabhdasya. However, their authority is subordinated to the final authority 
of the usage of the Sistas. The final authority belongs to the language itself, 
and not to any personages, however great they may be, or to the rules of 
any grammar (cf. Sabdapramanakà vayam / yac chabda àha tad asmakam 
pramünam, MB, Vol. I, p.11 and 366). The grammar must follow the 
observed language, and if need be, it must be modified to achieve this 
ultimate purpose. Patafijali is indeed a laksyaikacaksuska grammarian, a 
grammarian whose attention is solely fixed on the correct usage to be 
described. This usage is not negotiable. The formulation of the rule of a 
grammar, on the other hand, is eminently negotiable. This is the only clear 
hierarchical principle that emerges from Patafijali's Mahabhasya. 


5. THE PARADIGM-SHIFT IN BHARTRHARI 


In a recent article (Deshpande 19932), I have discussed at some length 
the change in the notion of Sista from Patafijali to Bhartrhari. As we leave 
Patafijali (+ 200 B.C.) our next landmark in the tradition of Sanskrit 
grammar is Bhartrhari (+ 500 A.D.). We have little clear record of this fairly 
long intervening period. However, on the basis of the description given by 
Bhartrhari in the concluding verses of the second chapter of his 
Vakyapadiya (II, 1481-1486), the minimal facts are as follows. Pataíijali's 
Mahübhàüsya was vehemently attacked by opponents like Baiji, Saubhava, 
and Haryaksa, who are described as being followers of dry logic 
(Suskatarkanusárin). We know nothing about these characters. However, we 
are told that due to these attacks, the drsa 'Rsi-composed' text of the 
Mahabhdasya fell into disrepute and disuse, and ultimately was preserved 
only in a manuscript form (granthamátra) among the southerners, probably 
suggesting that there was no living tradition of its study. Bhartrhari's grand- 
teacher Candrácárya recovered this tradition from the South and revived the 


Histoire Épistémologie Langage 20/I (1998) : 05-28 O SHESL, PUV 


20 M.M. DESHPANDE 


study of the Mahabhasya. Bhartrhari’s teacher Vasurata also contributed to 
this revived tradition of the study of the Mahabhdsya. Thus, Bhartrhari 
belongs squarely to this revivalist tradition. His commentary on the 
Mahabhasya, which has come down to us in an incomplete form, is now the 
oldest surviving commentary on the Mahdbhdsya, and it profoundly affected 
the interpretation found later in the commentary of Kaiyata. 

To summarize the conclusions of my recent article on Bhartrhari 
(Deshpande 1993), we can note the following. Bhartrhari has a conception 
of Sista which is very different from the conception found in Patajfijali’s 
Mahabhasya. Patafijali’s Sistas are a real contemporary community of 
learned Brahmins living in the region of Aryavartta, some of whom 
reportedly could speak perfect Sanskrit without learning it from grammar- 
books. Patafijali’s Sistas thus represent a highly glorified, and yet essentially 
a real, sociolinguistic unit. Patafijali does not call them Rsis, a term which 
he reserves for purely mythological characters. He describes the 
mythological Rsis Yarvanastarvana as those who could see through direct 
perception the true nature of things, who knew both this and the yonder 
world, who realized whatever there was to be realized, and who had attained 
the true understanding of all existing entities. These Rsis are spoken about 
with the past-perfect form babhiivuh, which indicates remoteness from the 
contemporary times. On the other hand, Patafijali's Sistas are contemporary. 
Patafijali refers to the  Aryàvartta of the Sistas with familiar terms like « in 
this residence of the Aryas » (etasminn àryaniváse, MB, III, p. 174). They 
are indeed post-Pāņinian, because Patañjali speaks of using Panini’s 
Astadhydyi as a tool to detect who the Sistas are, by comparing their usage 
with what is described in the Astadhydayi. 

As we come to Bhartrhari, an entirely new tone has set in. There is a 
strong feeling that the current times are decadent, and that there are no truly 
authoritative persons around. Grammarians in this decadent period must look 
back to the golden age of the great ancient grammarians and seek authority 
in their statements. Thus, the ancient grammarians themselves become Sistas 
with supernormal cognitive and mystical abilities, something the 
contemporary humans could not hope to achieve. Thus the Sistas of 
Bhartrhari are no longer a contemporary community, but the ancient sages 
of a ‘golden age of Sanskrit grammar. The ancient grammarians are no 
longer to be treated as Acaryas, but as Rsis. For Bhartrhari, Patafijali is not 
a mere Acàrya, but a Rsi (cf. arse viplavite granthe, VP II, 481c). Bhartrhari 
seems to refer not only to Patafijali as a Rsi, but to Panini and Katyayana as 
well by this term (cf. nityas Sabdarthasambandhas tatramnata maharsibhih / 
sütranàm saànutantrànàm bhasyanam ca pranetrbhih // VP 1. 123. Also Vrtti 
on this verse: yaih pratyaksadharmabhis [...] sütrünutantrabhásyàni 
pranitani, Iyer 1966, 63). Bhartrhari could not point to grammar-independent © 
contemporary usage of Sanskrit, as did Pataíijali. Thus, he created a whole 
new paradigm of authority for Sanskrit grammar by pointing to the golden 
age of the ancient Sanskrit grammarian Rsis who were also the Sistas 
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themselves. As compassionate sages, they recorded the grammatical tradition 
for the future generations. Bhartrhari accepts this grammatical inheritance 
with gratitude and reverence. Here is the beginning of what the later 
grammarians called the laksanaikacaksuska phase of Sanskrit grammar, 
when the grammarians had no independent access to the usage of correct 
Sanskrit and they had to focus their attention solely on the received rules of 
grammar. 

Another possible point we can explain is why the autority of the ancient 
sages comes to end with Patafijali. Here is my best explanation. First, there 
is a historical statement found in Bhartrhari indicating some serious 
discontinuity of the Mahdbhdsya tradition after Patafijali. Thus, no 
grammarian worth any importance can be mentioned within this tradition 
after Patafijali up to the time of Bhartrhari. Second, with Bhartrhari’s 
revivalist zeal for the Mahabhasya, he has elavated Panini, Katyayana, and 
Patafijali to the status of Rsis. With this elevation, a new element sets in 
which further adds to the sense of discontinuity. This is the Dharmasastra 
notion discussed earlier that the Rsis are no longer born, because the modern 
times are too decadent (cf. Ápastambadharmasütra 1.2.5.4). In fact, Bartrhari 
himself explicitly makes this argument several times, stressing the sense of 
loss and discontinuity. This is elaborated by Helaraja on Vdkyapadiya, 
Kanda III, Jatisamuddesa, verse 46 (see Deshpande 1993a, 109-110). All 
these factors combine to give the three ancient grammarian-Muni-Sistas an 
unparalleled status, with a steep sense of the subsequent decline. This 
decline is justified both in terms of the discontinuity of the study of the 
Mahabhasya described by Bhartrhari as well as in terms of his perception of 
the decadence of his contemporaries. It is almost as if the Kali-Yuga for the 
grammatical tradition begins right after Patafijali. This perception crystalizes 
later into the formula stated clearly by Kaiyata. 


6. FROM BHARTRHARI TO KAIYATA 


As explained above, the basic structure of the laksanaikacaksuska phase 
of Sanskrit grammar is already established by Bhartrhari. He seems to say 
that there is no contemporary grammar-independent usage of Sanskrit, and 
that one must rely upon the rules given by the grammarian-Sistas. These 
grammarian-Sistas are Rsis with supernatural cognitive abilities, and normal 
human perception cannot compete with their understanding. Thus, the 
authority of the ancient grammarians is supreme, especially that of Pataíijali 
who is a Rsi as well as the foremost among the Sistas (ayam cddisistah, 
Mahabhdasyadipika in Palsule 1983, 13). What we do not have in Bhartrhari 
is a clear sense of ordered hierarchy between Panini, Katyayana, and 
Patafijali, and we do not indeed have a clear sense either that Panini 
received his grammar from Siva or that Patafijali is an incarnation of Sesa. 

The major grammarians who intervene between Bhartrhari and Kaiyata 
are Vamana-Jayaditya, the authors of the Kasikavrtti (+ 7the Century A.D.), 
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and possibly the commentators on the Kasikavrtti, i.e. Haradatta the author 
of Padamanjari and Jinendrabuddhi the author of Nydsa. What do these 
authors know ? None of these seems to know the story of Patafijali being 
the incarnation of Sesa. The Kasikavrtti and the commentary Nyasa do not 
offer any indication that they knew the story of Panini receiving his 
grammar or the so called Sivasutras from Siva. However, Haradatta’s 
Padamafijart (Kasikavrtti, Vol. I, p. 8-9) gives us some indications. 
According to Haradatta, Panini, Katyayana, and Patafijali were maharsis and 
were capable of viewing the entire eternal language. He then refers to the 
story of Panini receiving his grammar — or rather the initial fourteen Sütras 
— from Mahe$vara (= Siva). He refers to the tradition of Paninian grammar 
as trimunivyákarana!. He cites a verse which creates a complementary 
relationship between these three sages : 

yad vismrtam adrstam và sitrakarena tat sphutam / vākyakāro bravity 

evam tenddrstam ca bhàsyakrt / 

Whatever was either forgotten or not observed by the Panini is made 

explicit by Katyayana, and whatever was not observed by him is made 

explicit by Pataíijali. 

Haradatta's assumption is not that any one of them was superior to the 
others, but that they were all Rsis and observed the eternal usage of 
language, and that they complement and supplement each other. This would 
make the three sages jointly represent the grammatical authority. This is not 
a hierarchical conception. 

A somewhat different relationship between the original Sütras and 
commentaries is found in Kumarila's Tantravàrttika. Ram Shankar 
Bhattacharya (1966, 21) cites this passage from Kumarila : sütresv eva hi tat 
sarvam yad vrttau yac ca varttike / sütram yonir iharthandm sarvam sütre 
pratisthitam // « whatever is found in the commentaries and in the Varttikas 
is already (inherent) in the Sütras. The Sütra is the origin of all meanings, 
and therefore everything is founded on the Sūtra », (Tantravürttika on 
Mimamsüásütra 2.3.16, Mimaàmsadarsana, Anandashrama edn., Vol. 2, p. 
180). Kumarila actually presents this view as a prima facie (pürvapaksa) 
view. In any case, Bhattacharya says that this is the attitude of 
Jinendrabuddhi, the author of the commentary Nydsa on the Kasikavrtti, and 


1. We must distinguish between the two mythological motifs, ie. Panini receiving his 
grammar from Siva and Patafijali being an incarnation of the serpent divinity Sesa. 
The story of Panini receiving his grammar from Siva is known to the 
Kathasaritsagara (Motilal Banarsidass edition, 1970, p. 8) and could possibly go 
back to the original Brhatkatha of Gunadhya. This story is also known to the 7th 
century A.D. Chinese traveller Hiuen Tsang who refers to the story of the Rsi Panini . 
receiving his grammar from I$vara Deva (Buddhist Record of the Western World, 
samuel Beal, London, 1884, p. 114-115. However, there is no indication of Huien 
Tsang having heard about Patafijali- myth. It seems very likely that the story of Panini 

having received his grammar from Siva is a relatively older story. 
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of Bhairavamisra, the author of the commentary Bhairavi on Nagesabhatta’s 
Laghusabdendusekhara. In this view, the role of the commentators, 
including Kàatyayana and Patafijali, is simply to make explicit what is 
implicit in Panini’s rules. Thus, they do not have any independent authority. 
This is also not a hierarchical conception. 

In Kaiyata, the author of the commentary Pradipa on Pataíijali's 
Mahabhasya, some new factors have been added. Kaiyata does not explicitly 
show any awareness of Panini receiving either his grammar or the 
Aksarasamamndaya from Siva. However, he refers once to Pataíijali by the 
term Naàganatha (on Mahābhāsya on P.4.2.92, Motilal Banarsidass edn., 
Vol. IL, p. 430), and this shows his awareness of the motif of Patafijali being 
an incarnation of Sesa. Kaiyata's principle yathottaram hi munitrayasya 
pramàanyam (Pradipa, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 217, 
on P.1.1.29) provides an ordered hierarchy between the three grammarian- 
sages. If we compare Kaiyata's conception with the conceptions discussed 
just above, we see the novelty of this conception. Here, there is a clear 
hierarchy which places Patafijali at the very top. This could be a joint result 
of Kaiyata being aware of Patafijali as a divine incarnation as well as 
Kaiyata being a close follower of Bhartrhari’s commentary on the 
Mahabhasya (cf. tathapi haribaddhena sàrena granthasetunà / kramamanah 
Sanaih param tasya pràptasmi panguvat //, verse 7 at the beginning of 
Pradipa, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 1) which treats 
Patafijali as being the foremost among the Sistas (ayam  cadisistah, 
Mahàbháàsyadipika in Palsule 1983, 13). The ordering between Panini and 
Katyayana implied in Kaiyata's principle is not an independent factor. 
Kaiyata accepts Katyayana over Panini, if Patafijali so accepts Katyayana. 
However, in those cases where Pataíijali rejects Katyayana's suggested 
reformulations of Panini’s rules, Kaiyata accepts Patafyali’s reinstatement of 
Panini’s rule. Thus, the supreme authority of Patafiyjali becomes the high 
guiding principle. This principle has been used by all the subsequent 
grammarians in this tradition. An even stronger version of this principle is 
found in Maitreyaraksita’s Tantrapradipa (quoted by S.C. Chakravarti, 
Introduction to Dhatupradipa, p. 2-3 : na hi bhàásyakaramatam anddrtya 
sütrakarasya kascanübhiprayo varnayitum yujyate / sütrakaravarttika- 
karüábhyàm tasyaiva pramaànyadarsanat / uttarottarato bhdsyakdrasyaiva 
pràmànyam /). Maitreyaraksita says that one should never interpret Panini’s 
rules by disregarding Patafijali’s views, because Panini and Katyayana have 
already indicated Patafijali’s sole authority. Of course, this statement defies 
our modern sense of history. However, we do not know how Maitreyaraksita 
himself meant to explain these indications. In any case, Patafijali's authority 
has been firmly established in the tradition. 
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7. THE NOTION OF PRAMANYA IN THE WORKS OF NAGESABHATTA 


. Nàge$abhatta, the last luminary in the tradition of Paninian grammar, 
shows the full blossoming of many of the notions which he inherited. He 
knows that the three sages of the Sanskrit grammar were Munis. He knows 
the story of Panini receiving his grammar, and especially the 
Aksarasamamnaya, from Siva. He also knows the story of Pataíijali being an 
incarnation of Sesa. Introductory verses to many of his works refer to 
Patafijali in his appearance as a serpent (cf. ndgesabhatto 
nagesabhasitarthavicaksanah, verse 2ab, at the beginning of Uddyota, MB, 
Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 1) He is indeed aware of 
Kaiyatas maxim: yathottaram hi munitrayasya pramanyam. While 
commenting on this maxim, Nagesabhatta says that the later sage is likely to 
have known a wider usage of language (uttarottarasya bahulaksyadarSitvdt, 
Uddyota, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 217; also see 
Uddyota on P.3.1.87 [dhinvikrnvyor ...], MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., 
Vol. II, p. 100). If this progessively wider vision is purely through 
chronological succession, it does not explain why this process must end with 
Patafijali. In any case, it is clear that among the three grammarian-Munis 
Nagesa shows the highest respect for Patafijali. At the very beginning of his 
Pradipa, Kaiyata takes up the question of why the Bhasyakara (= Pataíijali) 
should explain the purposes of studying Sanskrit grammar (bhdsyakdro 
vivaranakàratváàt vyükaranasya sáksdt prayojanam daha, Pradipa, MB, 
Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 3). Commenting on this passage 
of Pradipa, Nàge$abhatta refers to all the three grammarians. While he 
refers to Panini by his name, and to Katyayana as Varttikakrt, he refers to 
Patanjali by the honorific bhagavan (pànininà ..., varttikakrtà ..., bhagavams 
tu ..., Uddyota, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 3). All these 
factors, and especially the divine origin of Panini's grammar, are taken up 
by Nagesa and woven into a powerful argument to explain the status and 
the authority of the rules of Sanskrit grammar. 

Nage$abhatta seems to have explicitly introduced the distinction between 
the two phases of Sanskrit grammar:  laksyaikacaksuska and 
laksanaikacaksuska grammarians (Paribhàsendusekhara, p.78 and 145; 
Uddyota on  Pradipa on Mahabhadsya on  P.8.3.45) The term 
laksyaikacaksuska refers to those grammarians whose sole attention is fixed 
on the usage of Sanskrit to be described, and who can modify the rules of 
grammar in terms of their independent knowledge of the correct usage of 
Sanskrit. This category includes only the first three sages, i.e. Panini, 
Katyayana, and Patañjali. The term Jlaksanaikacaksuska refers to those 
grammarians who have no independent access to the correct usage of 
sanskrit and whose sole attention is fixed on the inherited rules of Sanskrit 
grammar. Thus, while for the laksyaikacaksuska grammarians, the correct 
usage of Sanskrit, independently known, is the final authority, the reverse is 
the case for the laksanaikacaksuska grammarians. For them, the authority of 
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the inherited rules is the most decisive principle of authority. It is within this 
laksanaikacaksuska phase of Sanskrit grammar, that one seeks the authority 
of the ancient grammarian-Munis, rather than of any true contemporary 
Sistas. Nàgesabhatta, more than most other grammarians uses the reason of 
'being contrary to the Bhasya’ to reject the views of his opponents (e.g. yat 
tu... iti abhyastasamjfiasutre kaiyatah, tan na, na samprasarane iti 
sutrasthabhasyavirodhat, Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 48). 

The quasi- -religious argument relating to the status of the Sivasitras and 
the Astadhyayi is presented most explicitly by NageSabhatta in his 
Laghusabdendusekhara. This is a commentary on Bhattoji Diksita’s 
Siddhanta-Kaumudi. In his Siddhanta-Kaumudi, Bhattoji himself clearly 
labels the Sivasütras as iti máhesvarüni sütrüni. This indeed refers to verse 
57 of the Paniniyasiksà : 

yenaksarasamamnayam | adhigamya maheSsvarat/krtsnam vydkaranam 
proktam tasmai pàninaye namah // 
Salutations to Panini who produced the entire grammar after receiving the 
Aksarasamamnaya from Mahesvara. 


NageSsabhatta takes up the question of why these fourteen strings should 
be called samàmnaya, since the terms Gmndya and samamndya are used 
only to refer to Vedic texts. This is answered by saying that since these are 
received from Mahe$vara, they are indeed a form of Sruti received by Panini 
(cf. nanu caturdasasutryam aksarasamamndya iti vyavaharanupapapttir 
ümnüáyasamamnaáyasabdayor | vede eva  prasiddher ity ata daha — 
máhesvaràniti / mahesvaraàd āgatānīty arthah, mahesvaraprasadalabdhaniti 
phalitam / evañ | caivamànupürvikà Srutir evaisd tatprasaddat — pànininà 
labdhà /, Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 16-18). Nage$abhatta cites the above 
verse from the Paniniyasiksa as his authority (pramdna) for this view. 
Toward this end, he interprets the word Acdrya in the Mahdbhdasya referring 
to the author of the Aksarasamamndaya as referring to Mahe$vara, and not to 
Panini (cf. lan-sütre nakdravisaydcaryapravrttir jfiapayati [...] vyakhyanata 
iti ity àdàv aácáàryapadena mahesvarah / anubandhas ca mahesvarakrtà evety 
anupadam sphutibhavistati / Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 18). 

The change in perception is even more vivid if we compare Nagesabhatta 
with Kaiyata. On the Mahabhasya on the Sivasütra (a-i-u-N), Kaiyata says : 
« Is it the case that the author of the Sūtra himself used an open (vowel a), 
and the author of the Vadrttika is merely explaining the purpose, or is it that 
the author of the Sütras did not use an open (vowel a), but the author of the 
Varttikas is advocating such a use ? » (kim sütrakàrenaiva vivrtopadesah 
krto  vàrttikakarena tu tasya prayojanam uktam, athavà  akrta eva 
vivrtopadeso varttikakrta kartavyatvenopanyasta iti prasnah, Pradipa, MB, 
Motilal Banarsidass edn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 64). It is clear that Kaiyata 
believes that the author of a-i-u-N is the Sütrakara, i.e. Panini. On the other 
hand, Nagesabhatta’s Uddyota identifies this Sütrakara unquestionably with 
Maheévara (sitrakdrah - mahesvarah | vedapuruso va,  yendksara- 
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samamndyam ity àdy aitihydd ity Ghuh, Uddyota, MB, Motilal 
Banarsidassedn., Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 64 ; also : dcdryena, Pradipa, but contrast 
Sivo vedapuruso vatradcdryah, Uddyota, MB, Motilal Banarsidass edn., 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 74). It may also be pointed out that what we may call a 
story or myth today, Nagesabhatta refers to by the word aitihya ‘historical 
account'. The forward march of the religious sentiment in the arena of 
grammar is clearly visible in these reinterpretations. 

Nage$abhatta also deals with a related problem created by the 
classification of the Sivasütras as a form of śruti On the Sivasütra 
(fiamanananaM), Pataüjali rejects the necessity of having the final M (MB, 
Vol. I, p. 35-36). If these Sütras are indeed a form of sruti, how could one 
propose to remove an unnecessary element?  Naàge$abhatta says 
(LaghuSabdenduSekhara, p. 19) that this rejection of a portion of a rule is 
only with reference to its practical purpose, lit. visible purpose (drstartha), 
and not with reference to its unseen purpose (adrstártha). This unseen 
purpose is explained by saying that the recitation of the Vedangas by itself 
produces religious merit, and that the production of religious merit is the 
unseen purpose. Nage$abhatta extends the same argument to Panini's rules 
and their rejection by Patafijali. Nage$abhatta says that some rules have seen 
and unseen purposes, while some have only unseen purposes, and there are 
no rules which are entirely without purpose (kificid drstadrstaàrthavat, kificic 
chuddhadrstarthavat, sarvathanarthakam na kificid iti tadarthah / vrddhi- 
sutrasthe varnenàpy anarthakena na bhavitavyam iti bhàsyagranthe ’nartha- 
katvam bodhyartharahityaripam iti na  nisprayojanatvarüpanarthakyena 
tatra tatra  pratyakhyanaparabhüàsyasangatih /, | Laghusabdendusekhara, 
p. 20). 

This final point needs some elaboration. The treatment of Panini’s text as 
a quasi-Sruti is important for us not only as an indication of the religious 
sentiment concerning this text. But we should note that this sentiment had 
some important consequences. While Nageé$abhatta explicitly states this 
sentiment, it must have existed there for many centuries. Panini's grammar 
was treated as a Vedaüga at a very early period, and therefore was included 
among the texts which the Vedic reciters had to learn to recite and preserve. 
The so-called dasagranthi Brahmins had to learn to recite the four Vedas 
and the six Vedangas, a practice which is continued by these reciters to this 
day. While the commentators continued to examine its wording for its 
appropriateness, and occasionally rejected the necessity of stating a rule, the 
recitational tradition, and the grammatical tradition itself, continued to 
transmit the entire text, including those rules which were rejected by the 
commentators. This must be contrasted with — Candragomin's 
Candravydkarana which follows suggestions of Katyayana and Patajfijali and © 
eliminates a number of rules found in the Astadhyayi. On the other hand, | 
Bhattoji Diksita in his Siddhdnta-Kaumudi on P.6.1.101 (akah savarne 
dirghah) says that one could have formulated this rule more elegantly as ako 
ki dirghah (ako 'ki dirgha ity eva suvacam, Siddhanta-Kaumudi, p. 22). 
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Such sentiments have been expressed by many different commentators, and 
yet the unrevised text of rules like P.6.1.101 has been handed down to us. 
We must attribute the preservation of a fairly unchanged text of Panini's 
grammar to the wide prevalence of this chandovat *Veda-like' respect for it 
held in the tradition. 
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